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platfonn. There is no reason to think that AT&T and BellSouth will not be able to implement

the proposed solution, but they have not done so yet. The trunks between AT&T's OSIDA

platfonn and the BellSouth 5ESS switches have not been installed or tested.

44. Moreover, there are substantial practical and logistical hurdles to

implementation of customized routing on a commercial basis. First, although BellSouth

employees are not required to provide line class codes when provisioning orders for

BellSouth's own customers, BellSouth has asserted that AT&T will be required to identify the

appropriate line class code on the Local Service Request for each new customer. BellSouth

has attempted to require AT&T to provide this infonnation even though the LSR form that

AT&T submits to BellSouth for each new customer identifies the class of service to be

provisioned for the customer. With this infonnation BellSouth can determine and implement

the appropriate line class code for the customer. For CLECs, however, BellSouth has

constructed an infonnation process flow through its legacy operations support systems that

does not flow the CLEC-provided class of service information to the organization that is

responsible for implementing line class codes. The burden BellSouth is attempting to impose

on AT&T and other CLECs is clearly discriminatory.

45. Further, today there is no field for identifying line class codes on the

standard industry LSR. Modifying AT&T's systems to provide the line class code information

in the "Remarks" field of the LSR, using a so-called "floating" field, as BellSouth has
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.....

suggested, would require a substantial investment of time and money. In addition, using the

remarks field to identify the appropriate line class code also means that orders for AT&T

.....

-
-

customers, although transmitted electronically, will drop out for manual processing. Because

AT&T already provides BellSouth with the information BellSouth needs to identify the

appropriate line class code, both the additional expense to AT&T and the barrier to efficient

processing of orders for its customers are completely unnecessary. BellSouth's failure to use

the data it already has to provision orders for AT&T customers is certainly no basis for

imposing additional costs on AT&T or other BellSouth competitors.

46. Second, BellSouth also has raised a significant hurdle to efficiently

- changing the line class codes for the thousands of resale customers AT&T has in Georgia

today. AT&T suggested that it would submit a single order, requesting that the class of

service for each of its existing customers be changed to provide for routing to AT&T's OS/DA

-
-

platform. BellSouth, on the other hand, proposes to have AT&T submit a change order for

each customer. BellSouth has also suggested that it would begin by converting 100 customers

per business day. At that rate, however, it would take at least five additional months to route

operator and directory assistance calls from all of AT&T's existing customers to AT&T's

- OS/DA platform. Unless BellSouth can significantly increase the pace of the conversions, it

would be nearly a year between the time AT&T sought customized routing and the time all of-
-
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its existing customers' operator services and directory assistance calls would be routed to

AT&T OS/DA centers.

47. Customers whose orders for AT&T local service are only partially

processed present particularly difficult logistical problems. Simply identifying these customers

will be difficult, because the orders may be anywhere in the processing continuum at AT&T or

at BellSouth. Ideally, the orders for these customers would be provisioned to have their

operator and directory assistance calls routed to AT&T's OS/DA platform from the beginning.

Otherwise, AT&T and its customers will suffer the inconvenience and unnecessary expense of

having the class of service for each of the customers changed immediately after it is

established. At this point, the parties have not agreed on a procedure for assuring that these

orders are correctly provisioned.

48. Thus, five months after AT&T ordered customized routing to its OS/DA

platform for its resale customers in Georgia, BellSouth remains unable to provide customized

routing. AT&T's resale customers cannot access AT&T's OS/DA platform, and continue to

receive BellSouth branded services. In light of the substantial practical issues that remain to be

negotiated, it is unclear when BellSouth will be able to provide customized routing to AT&T's

..... OS/DA platform for AT&T customers.
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2. BellSouth is not providing customized routing using Advanced Intelligent
Network.

49. BellSouth is not currently offering to provide customized routing with

AIN. Affidavit of Alphonso J. Varner, , 120 ("BellSouth will provide selective routing to a

CLEC's desired platform using line class codes subject to the availability of codes and in

accordance with the SCPSC's Arbitration Order" "Should the codes become exhausted, new

CLECs operating under the Statement will not be able to purchase this feature until: 1) a

longer term, more efficient means of offering selective routing is available ... ,").8

50. AT&T has argued consistently that the preferred solution to customized

routing is the use of AIN triggers, because it is significantly easier to administer and is the

much better long term solution. The AIN solution for customized routing involves three basic

steps: 1) activation of the switch triggers; 2) development of service control point ("SCP")

data base software that will provide routing instructions to the switch; and 3) establishing an

administrative process for updating the SCP data base.

8 While Mr. Varner's affidavit is clear on this point, BellSouth's SGAT might be
misconstrued to suggest that AIN is available to provide customized routing today. ~ SGAT
X.,A.,3.d. (September 19, 1997); see also Affidavit ofW. Keith Milner, 191 ("BellSouth has
technical service descriptions outlining access to its 800 database, Line Information Database
(UDB), and AIN services as well as access to BellSouth's signaling and selective routit}i
seryices." "BellSouth also has procedures in place for the ordering, provisioning, and
maintenance of these services. ") (emphasis added); kL., , 93.
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51. Today, there is no serious debate as to the technical feasibility of using

AIN to provide customized routing. For example, Bell Atlantic is deploying an AIN solution

for customized routing in the majority of its local switches and it has further agreed that it will

work cooperatively with AT&T to tailor the deployment schedule to meet AT&T's specific

market entry needs. Similarly, Southwestern Bell has committed to use AIN capabilities to

provide customized routing to AT&T's OS/DA service centers by year-end 1997.

52. Indeed, BellSouth no longer disputes the technical feasibility of using

AIN to provide customized routing. Letter from D.R. Hamby to Lawrence St. Blanc, July 24,

1997 (Attachment 6). Again, the issue is implementation. AT&T requested an implementation

plan from BellSouth for its AIN capabilities, but BellSouth refused to commit to any

timetable. 9 Although BellSouth has stated generally that it plans to make AIN available in

Louisiana by the "second or third quarter of 1998, "to it has provided no indication of when

AIN may be available in South Carolina. 11 In any event, a promise of future implementation

of AIN is no evidence that BellSouth currently provides customized routing in accordance with

the requirements of the Act. Ameritech Michi~an Order, , 55.

9 Letter from James Hill to Terrie Hudson, July 29, 1997 (Attachment 7).

10 Letter from D.R. Hamby to Lawrence St. Blanc, July 24, 1997 (Attachment 6).
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-

II. BELLSOUTH IS NOT PROVIDING OR OFFERING NONDISCRIMINATORY
ACCESS TO OPERATOR AND DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE.

53. As the number of telecommunications services providers increases, it

-
-
-

becomes increasingly difficult for consumers to distinguish among providers and,

consequently, more important for each provider to find ways to distinguish itself from the

competition and establish a strong identity in the minds of consumers. "Branding" or labeling

telecommunications services by, for example, announcing the name of the provider at the

beginning of an operator services caU helps the provider establish its distinct identity in the

- marketplace and enhances name recognition. As the Commission recognized, "brand

identification is critical to reseUer attempts to compete with incumbent LECs and will

-
minimize consumer confusion. Incumbent LECs are advantaged when reseUer end users are

advised that the service is being provided by the reseUer's primary competitor." LQgl

Competition Order, , 971.-
54. The Commission concluded therefore that "a providing LEC's failure to

-
-

-

-

comply with the reasonable, technically feasible request of a competing provider for the

providing LEC to rebrand ... in the competing provider's name, or to remove the providing

LEC's brand name, creates a presumption that the providing LEC is unlawfully restricting

access ... by competing providers" to operator services and directory assistance in violation of

Section 251(b)(3) of the Act. In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition

Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, et aI., Second
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-
Report and Order (August 8, 1996) ("Local Competition Second Report")" 128, 148;~

-
-

Local Competition Qrder , 971 (refusal to provide technically feasible rebranding of operator

and directory assistance services is presumptively an unreasonable restriction on resale).

Unless it is technically infeasible, therefore a CLEC should have the option of having operator

and directory assistance services provided to its customers under its own brand or without any

-
-

brand.

55. BellSouth claims that branded operator and directory assistance services

are available in South Carolina. SGAT,' VII.,B.,3.; C.,5; Affidavit of Alphonso J. Varner,

" 131, 137. AT&T's experience with BellSouth in Georgia demonstrates that BellSouth is no

- more able to provide either branded or unbranded operator and directory assistance services for

AT&T resale customers than it is able to provide customized routing.-
56. Until customized routing is available, AT&T has sought to ensure that

-
'-
-
-
-
-

BellSouth not use its own brand name when providing operator and directory assistance to

AT&T's customers. The Georgia commission agreed. In the arbitration between AT&T and

BellSouth in Georgia, the Georgia commission said:

The Commission finds that it is technically feasible and appropriate for
BellSouth to brand operator and directory service calls that are initiated from
those services resold by AT&T. If fQr any reaSQn BellSouth finds that this is
not pQssible to implement for AT&T. BellSouth shall revert to ~neric brandini
fQr alllQcal exchan~e service prQviders, includin~ itself.
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In re: Petition by AT&T for Arbitration of Interconnection Rates. Tenus and Conditions with

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Docket No.

6801-U (December 4, 1996) at 30 (emphasis added in part).

57. AT&T and BellSouth executed an interconnection agreement for Georgia

in February, 1997. While BellSouth has been unable to provide customized routing to

AT&T's OS/DA platfonu in the intervening months, in April, 1997, BellSouth began branding

its own directory assistance service for the first time. Consequently, since April, calls to

directory assistance from AT&T resale customers have been branded with the BellSouth brand.

58. Under the Georgia commission's order, once BellSouth began branding

- services to its own customers it was required to supply the AT&T brand on services to AT&T

resale customers or stop branding all services. AT&T therefore protested that BellSouth

-
-
-
-
-
-
-

should not be providing BellSouth-branded directory assistance to AT&T resale customers:

"Until BellSouth is able to provide AT&T with AT&T branded services, BellSouth must revert

to generic branding for all affected services including operator services, directory assistance

services and repair calls that are initiated from services resold by AT&T." Letter from

William J. Carroll (AT&T) to Charlie Coe (AT&T) (June 2, 1997) (Attachment 8).12

12 See also Letter from Charles B. Coe (BellSouth) to William J. Carroll (AT&T) (May 20,
1997) (Attachment 9) at 2 ("Currently, AT&T Georgia has advised BellSouth that it intends to
order Selective Routing on resold lines and will route AT&T end-user Operator and Directory
Assistance calls to its own platfonu. Furthermore, AT&T has indicated that its current

(continued... )
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59. BellSouth refused to unbrand its services. During a meeting in June,

-

-

1997, BellSouth stated that it was willing to provide AT&T-branded or unbranded directory

assistance services exclusively for AT&T customers, but that developing the capability to do

this would delay implementation of customized routing to AT&T's OS/DA platform, because

similar work with line class codes was required and the same people would be involved in both

projects.

- 60. AT&T insisted that BellSouth complete implementation of customized

-
routing to AT&T's OS/DA platform as expeditiously as possible. Because BellSouth could not

provide AT&T-branded or non-branded services for AT&T resale customers without

- interfering with implementation of customized routing, AT&T demanded that BellSouth stop

branding all services, in accordance with the explicit requirements of the Georgia

-
commission's order.

61. Discontinuing BellSouth branding on all directory assistance services

-

-
-
-
-

could have been accomplished by simply disabling the BellSouth brand announcement, with a

minimal expenditure of time and energy. Further, in my view, a temporary suspension of

12 (. ••continued)
Directory Assistance resold service readiness lines are to be branded"); Letter from William J.
Carroll (AT&T) to Charles B. Coe (BellSouth) (May 6, 1997) (Attachment 10) at 2 ("Section
19 [of the interconnection agreement] requires BellSouth to brand all services and elements as
AT&T Services and Elements, unless BellSouth unbrands such services for itself, in which
case AT&T shall be provided unbranded services and elements.")
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branding until BellSouth could comply with its obligations under the Act would not have

resulted in any significant disruption of service or customer inconvenience, especially since

BellSouth had only recently begun branding directory assistance.

62. Nonetheless, BellSouth continues to use its own brand on all of its

services, including those resold by AT&T. According to BellSouth, it had no obligation to

stop branding its own services, because it had "offered" AT&T-branded or unbranded services,

pending implementation of customized routing to the AT&T OS/DA platform. Nothing in the

Commission's orders suggests that the Act permits BellSouth or any other BOC to avoid one

set of obligations under the Act by asserting that it will be unable to comply with other

obligations under the Act. Nor should AT&T be forced to forego timely access to customized

routing to receive AT&T-branded or unbranded services. Under the Act, AT&T is entitled

both to customized routing to the extent it is technically feasible, and it is entitled to branded

services if BellSouth chooses to brand its own services. Until BellSouth can provide selective

routing or unbranded services, it should not be permitted to use its own brand when handling

OS/DA calls from CLEC customers.

63. As described above, BellSouth is still not providing customized routing

- to AT&T's OS/DA platform in Georgia. And BellSouth refuses to make its OS/DA service

available for resale on a rebranded or unbranded basis. BellSouth has offered no proof that it-
is capable of providing customized routing, or will unbrand its own service in South Carolina.

-
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-
-
-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-

There is thus no basis for finding that BellSouth has made "nondiscriminatory access to '"

operator services [and] directory assistance" available in South Carolina today. 47 U.S.C. §

251(b)(3).
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I declare under penalty ofperjury that the foregoing is true and accurate to the

best ofmy knowledge and belief.

Executed on October /...5~7

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME this _ day of October 1997.

Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

Date
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September 12. 1997

William J. Carroll
Vice President
AT&T Communications. Inc.
Room 4170
1200 Peachtree Street
Atlanta. Georgia 30309

Re: Your August 29,1997, letter to Duane Ackerman

Dear Jim:

As committed on september 5, 1997, I am responding to the issues discuSHd in your August
29,1997 letter to Duane Ackerman. Let me begin by saying eeuSouth is not del~ng AT&T.
entry into the local m..t. BeIiSouth has expended hundreds of mHlions.of doll.. on, and has
dedicated hundreds of employ... to, the sole task of assisting new local service providers such
as AT&T in entering the local market. The task. al you admitted in your August 1, 1997 letter, is
not without tremendous chaUenges. Other local proyiden tIN entertng the local market.
investing in their own facititi., and are competing with BelSouth and winning local customers.
These local providers are using tne systems in which BeftSouth has been investing hundreds cf
millions of dollar'$ and are finding that they allow for real competitiOn. Local competition is here
and will continue to grow whether AT&T enters the market now or some time in the future.

Addressing your alHrtiOn that there is an "increasing tendency to push downward within
BeliSouth employee ranks,. rnponsibtlfty for critical .suet," given the number and complexity
of the implementation issues inVOlVed. both companiet need to empower employees wtth
expertise and knowledge In many disciplines at miany kWeIs to move fOfW8l'd and resolve
implementation isaues. Our role as members of upper management Is to provk:le poley
direction and support to thole empowered by us. N an offtcer of WSouth, I am involved with
determining the polides of BellSouth as well .. guiding the eaenttalindiViduall in my
department in the resolution of major i$1~' concerning the implementation of AT&T
interconneetlon agreements as well as the imptementation of other agreements BetiSouth has
executed. eenSouth will continue to devote the time and energy of many highly capable
people. and significant oaplta1. to meeting AT&T's demanda together with tM "eeda and
demands of the hundred plus other new loeal service providers that have contrac:tecl with
eenSouth for interconnection seMces.

Bel'South has stated to AT&T at least three times in writing and numeroul times verbelly that
BellSouth is committed to continuing operational testing of the combined unbundled loops and

- ports (UNE·P as you refer to it) in Florida and Kentucky and that It has eommitNd the

-
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appropriate personnel to support this proCHS. To date, AT&T has, purauant to Attachment 4,
section 2.2 of the 8eIlSouth IAT&T Interconnection Agreement. identified and dMcrIbect only
four combinations, which were received by BeIISouth in Apit of 1997. Rather than ,.spondtng
to B.USouth'. writteo and verbal commitments by identifying any further combinations, or
sending additional ~ers and testing of the 1YS*nl, AT&T has only continued to -peper the
record" with assertions that BellSouth Is not committed to testing. BeRSouth hereby once again
reaffirms that it stands ready, ding and able to test the UNe ordering, proviliOning and bHIlng
systems. It Is only through such twttng that the companies can detennine and addrees where
the problems. if any, lie. 'NhiIe BetlSouth believes It is aware of AT&T, UNE testing
requirements for Florida and Kentucky, If AT&T ballev.. that a restatement of those tating
requirements is required, then by all m••ns communicate them to BeltSouth again.

You' further requested that BellSouth confirm certain positions regarding the 8th Circuit Court of
Appeal'S July 18. 1997 opinion as well as the recently announced FCC decisions regarding both
Ameritech·s 271 application and Shared Transport. Following are BeflSouth's responsel to your
confirmation requests.

AT&Z:s CQnt1cmIflM (IQ'rrf:

1· S.,ISqutb will pm",. III C9I!IIIINdIona ofun'Mnfed necwort tI...... fncI"""sl
tboa. rbi' SeIISp"", ...". 11M,)' rvHutw trilling ."ISo. IlOde.. ""tM....Iet an
fOlWlcd-109lrlng ecpnqmlc casta;

z, ,,"South will not.......",.".." .,.,."'" ,""MfId lay AT&TwIItn
IPCb eltmaafl III cv,.,.,.,COllI"'" In '. neIWOdr. DttC f.....AT&T'
QlSIera camblnllIona ot 1JMlO. "., la fOe o"""'cr GNI"""....cgmNntd wffhln
Bel/Squth's n,twtvtL IIIPIJ. ""pi"""' ...."""""0 I'Iprfda, StilloUlb will
prov1d« tIJM. e/emtnflM combIntttI 111 """""a nlfWqrlr: IDlI

3. ';"'South willltrglM. no ""1IoMI c....abov« fbt 'um of"71"'" fpc til
lIjpIIe."'. UNf. etmM/nwI In 0fIC InfM:CZllD«eflon I!IfIM'Mfa for UNf. tIM! lilt,,'"*
combla" In hllSqutb'.1MIwcttt,

B.IISouth's response:

The 8th Circuit plainly stated that the Ad ·unambiguouely indk:8teS that the requesting carrie,.
wiU combine the unbundled network elementa themseIYes.• Therefore. the,. is no legal duty on
the part of BeIISouth to provide combined network elements to AT&T. BeflSouth witl provide to
AT&T, at the rat•• established by the vartoua state commissiOns, the individual network
etements delineated in the AT&TI8eIlSouth Interconnection AgnMment, and AT&T may
combtne the ordered elements in any fashiOn it choo.... Further. consistent wtth the 8th
Circuit's ruling, if it is AT&TI plan to utiliZe al BelSouth netwQrt( elementS to provide finished
t.t.phone "Nice, AT&T may purd't_ aU of the individual unbundled network elements
needed to provide finished telephone ..rvice, but AT&T must combine the necessary etements.
The 8th.Ctrcuit ruting aeany finds. however, that BeliSOuth, as an ILEe. has no obligation to do
so. The 8th Circuit expressly stated in upholding the FCC'. rule that "{our] ruling finding that (the
Act) does not require an incumbent LEC to combine the element$ for a requenng earrter
establiahn that requelting camers witl in feet be receiving the elements on an unbundled
basis" Thus, the only meaning that can now be given to FCC Rule 51.31S(b) is that an
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incumbent LEe miy not further unbundle a network element to be purchased by anether rocaI
provider unleA explicitly reque'ted to do 10 by th8t provider. The rule cannot be read ..
requiring 'LEe's to deliver combination. to providers such as AT&T. BeliSouth. however, i.
examining the vlability of providing various combinations of UNEs a•• UNa to its
interconnection customers. Such service ofJering8 would have prices that ",fted the 8th
Circuit's finding that the use of unbundled network etements invotve. greater risk to the ather
provider than does resate.

BeIiSouth nonetheless recognizee that the interconnedton agreements that have been
executed thus far obligate BeIISouth to accept and provision UNE combination orders. Thus,
until the 8th Circuit's opinion becomes ''final and non-appealable." BeUSouth will abide by the
terms of those interconnection agreements as 8ellSouth expects AT&T will. AccordIngly,
assuming execution of the Alabama agreement, BenSouth wilt accept orders for and provision
the four UNE combCnatlons identified and described by AT&T pursuant to Attachment 4, section
2.2 of the Agreements. In all states except Kentucky (Alabam., Florida, Georgia, Loui,iana.
Mississippi, North Carolina, SOUth Caroln. and T.,neI••). when AT&T orde.... combination
of network elements or orders individual network elements that. when combined. duPRcm- a
retail service provided by BeIlSouth. BeltSouth wi" treat. for purposes of billing and proviaioning.
that order u one for resale. In Kentucky, when AT&T orders a combination of network
elements or orders individual network element. that when combined duplicate. rebiD service
provtcled by BelISouth. BeUSouth will treat the order for purJ)OHS of billing and protMfoning. as
one for unbundled network elements. In aU state•• when AT&T fulfill. itS obligation under
Attachment 4, section 2.2 and identifies combinations of unbundled network elements that.
when combined do not duplicate a retail service, BellSauth will accept and provision that artier
as one for unbundled network elementa priced at the IndMdual network element rates. In
Alabama, where BeIlSouth and AT&T have not yet executed an interconnection agreement.
BeUSouth is willing. until the 8th Circuit's Opinion becomes final, to execute an interconnection
agreement that refleet8 the terms described above. That agreement would be subject to
modiftc8tion as discussed below. This interim accommodlltion Is conststent with what 8e4tSouth
and .AT&T have done in other states. I underatand that such an interconnection agreement has
been proposed and I will instruct Jerry Hendrix to execute that agreement after he has had a
opportunity to fully revieW the agreement.

ImmedIately upon the 8th Circuit'. opinion becoming final. BeUSouth eXJ)eCtl. pursuant to
section 9.3 of the General Terms and Conditlona of the Intwconnectlon AGreement. thm the
interconnection agreements win be modtfied to remove an references to BeUSouthls obftg8tion
to combine unbundled network elements for AT&T and to otherWise reflect the Court's decision.
If following these modiflcations, AT&T believes that.......... than dil'Ktly meeting ita obligation
under the Ad to do the combining of any SeKSouth UNEs, it would prefer to have BellSouth
perform services related to combining andlor operating and m.ntaining combined elements.
BeilSouth, as stated above, would consider such a request and be prepared to enter inta
negotiations regarding appropriate terms and cond.tions.

4. Florida UNE Ttsfing • SllIlng

Concerning the billing received by AT&T in the Florida testing, I offer the following corrections
and clarifications. For the UNE·P orders involved with this test. the following elements may be
billed in the CRIS billing system:
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Unbundted local Switching - Line Port (ULS-LP) (NRC + Monthly rec:urring)
Unbunchd local Switching - Switching Functionality (ULS"SF) (per MOU)
Unbundled Local Switching... Trunk Port (UL6-TP) (per MOU)
UnOundled Tandem Swttching .. SWitching Functionality (UTS-5F) (per MOU)
Unbundted Tandem SWItching - Trunk Port (UTS-TP) (per MOU)
UnbUndled Interoffice TraMport .. Shared (UIT-8) (per MOU and per MOu-mile)
Operator and DA elements (have not been implemented for this telting t1meframe)

As of August 1., 1997. BellSOuth has the capability to bill the MOU based switching and
transport _menta for all local direct dialed caUs originating from UL8-LP. (or In this case UNE~

PI). In your list. you alSO inducted Unbundled Interoffice Transport - Dedicated (UIT-0).
Unbundled Packet Switching (UPS). AIN. LIDS. SS7 Signating, 800 Datab.... Directory Access
to OA service, Directory AuiSlance Transport and Directory Assistance O.tabase Service.
These elements are not applicable for the scenariol that you have requated to be tested In
Florida and Kentucky.

You also stated that AT&T has yet to receive the daily usage recordings that BelISouth.g~
to transmit dUring the Aorida test. As issues reglrding d8ity usege recording were
encounteAld, they went addressed by BeltSouth and correctiVe actionS were taken. Further
testing was limited due to the lack of actual usage found on the four accounts. The Jan
BUnissIPam Nelson team that meets regutarly to discuss and resolve issues recently agreed
that the testing team should fonnaliZe the usa~ recording telting. The team agreed to
implement a togging system so that the users would record their various can., time of day, type
of can. duration. etc., and provide the log to BellSouth so that BeUSouth could fOllow the call
through its systems.

In connection with the UNE concept test, BeilSouth is not currently sending AT&T access
records associated with UNE•. Pursuant to the law at the time, BeliSouth's posttlon had been
that BellSouth should continue to bill access to the IXC and that transmitting records was
therefore not required. SubHquent rulings now appear to support the need for BeIiSouth, in
instances where the use of unbundled networit elements is not duplicating an existing BeIlSouth
service, to send recorda in order for the local provider to bill the IXC interwtate 8CCHI. Given
these changes, BeIlSouth concura that BetlSouth and Al&T need to come to an agreement of
the fonnatting of these RCeI8 records. In addition, BeIISouth and AT&T need to work through
industry fora to reach agreement on standards for record exchange and meet point bitting.

eeUSouth does not agree with your asSessment of BellSouth's participation on Call Row
discussions. BellSouth met with your rwpresentatlves in May of 1997, and participated on a
conference caU in June of 1997 in an attempt to reach agreement. However, due to key
differences in the undertying positions of the campani.., the representatives were not able to
reach agreement except for those calt flows for intraswitch local eatla. Bel/South. as always,
stands ready to meet with AT&T to further discuss call flows anet it is my understanding that
such a meeting "aa been scheduled.

I trust that this answers any question you may have had. BeIlSouth. as It has coMistently done
in the past, is prepared to discuss all issues that AT&T may raise. To the extent you have any
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further queetions or comments regarding BeIlSouth'. policies or major issues regarding
implementation of the AT&TlBellSouth Interconnection agreement, pee... diAlCt them to me.

;;r/~
Mark Feidler
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May 29. 1997

Mr. A. J. C8tabreu
LtAM Vice Pre.ident
AT&T
Room 101~

1200 Peachtree St.
Atlanta. GA 30309

"
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Dear AI:

This is in response to your ~tter dlted May 23, 1i87. ~dingyour request that BellSou1h provide
information concerning biling tor Unbundled Netwott Elements (UNEJ.

The State Comrnis.ionIln 1M kllSouth region. with the exception of Kentucky'. hlYt ruled that the
recombination of netwont HminU for the putpOH of prcMding a seMoe. wt\id"I is essentially the
equtvat6nt of an existing BeISouth retail service. shoutd be priced and~ as a retOld nrtaIl MMc:e
and not as the limp. combination of two or mote unbUndled Mtwof1( tWnents. W\at ATlT mer. to as
·UNE-P,·, as we undMtInd l. Ire~.of Mments wt1ich eqU8te eo exiStIng .... seM:es
end, ther1lfote, IhouId be priced and treated in~ states as resofd retIlt MNicM. Ow mponaa to
your letter is predicated on that undemanding.

we understand 1NtAT&T has appelMd MYefai of theM Mings, and i\ tact. we have IppellId the
Kentucky ruftng toud\Ing on NlIUbject. ThetIfcte. Iwt answers we OW you It the pre,. time hive to
be taken With theunden~tNt wNt we MY II~ on our~tandln; of the law II.
ap~ today. which may, of necessity. be rnodiftId as things change and evoev.ln the~. at the FCC
and in front of the 1t11a c:omrriuions. 'He MY INs beeauw we futIy In.net to oompty wltIlhllIw and I.
app4lcable orders and reg\Ation$, as wei .. any pronouncements haYing the forCe and tftId of h. 1M
we recognize. and expttt that you~•• that lubsequent events~ l"-ct OUt CUtrM poeiticna.

Subject to the foregoing. dachod i$. matrix Which rMtItH AT&•• questions and prcMdM BtlSoLM!'!.
es-itinM on each I!@!. Of course. out IMponMS .,.. billed an our II'deratandtnQ of the -.eMceI.• euctt
.. -.oeal can•• Intl'HWitCl\.· which rou have ..~ 10 IdentifV 1ft yeur "tW. We are CMIIntt wRIng.
however. to conduct futther dlcJllions wt.h you on 1heM mau.,. Ihould It lIPP8ar, from our ,"ponte,
that we haw misapprehended your~ questiOn.

I We ICknowlcd&c \hA11tlcn is also a Q,ueition about lhe lU%U o(t!\i, iSSQe in f'\oridL T\c F1orid. P\lblic Serticc Cocunitsion
evidcnUy feels ihal it has not yet rv\cd on the prici"l (or ftCOmbiMd UNr:.slhat ve \he cacae\al equivalent or RdISo\Ah', retail
1CfV\c:cs.. Unlil \his is fI$)Ived '\lie~ U) \IUt rcquats ror~biMd UNEs wtlic.b wiJl slIbswlcially rq>Ila&c exlstitlS teUil
"UV1ces in tM same IT\llMCT IS sud! re:.quesu rec:.emd i.n 0I0It~ other tMn Kcntvcky.
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Mr. A. J. Calabrese
U~29. 'GG7
Page 2

I trust that this letter prOYldet you with the Information deliM to dlrtfV BeISouU\', poeltjon regarding
UNes. Be"SoU1h wIshet to continue to worte with AT&T 110 cleltty communic::lte information In Iwt molt
effeCtIve maMer postlble.

Quinton Sanderl (77~82·7&OO)or Ten1t HudlOn mO~82·7590) are avllable to provide ldci1Ionai
information 110 you and your ttaf'r.

I
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MATRIX

I. Whn ATI&T n UNE-P. wll.e wUt Itaso.tla bill (or.

• Local ca '.tra-Swltch'
• Local C I.ter-Swttciat
• T.U C tnLATA'
• Toll Cane. IlmatI•• (laterLAT4)1
• ToO CaUl., latmtate (l1lC«LA.T4)'

- . -- Wll.,;... •

.....

.....

-
-

,-

-
-
-

AD BST data Except Ketltudq
KealY.

Local C.lb. I.tn-Switcll 1ST win bta ArAr c1bcounted flat 1ST -ill bill ATAT for MCh U'NB
,.,.1ocII1ttYIce utiUzIId

~ Local C..~ I.ter-Switcla 1ST wilt bID ATAr dtscouated fta esT_in biU ATAT for C&Cb UNE, nCllocallCt'Yice ..
Toll Calls, l.traLATA· 8ST will biD ArAT discounted BSTwilt bill ATAT dlscounled

IfthL4TA ToU ....UTATon
Toll Calla,l.trabte BST will btn the lXC IeCCSS SST win bin Ihe lXC acuss

(lnterLATA)··
ToU CaUa.latentate OST will but the IXC ICceu 1ST wiUapply appropriate UNE

(lDterLATA)"· III&cdw&es

1. Wbe. ATleT provide. .emu tIlrowp UNl:-P, nat .donalUoa II BeIISoatk rteorclla•••d
MMlaIAT.,.,

All BST .tata Except Ktlltucky
Knaack)'

Loeal Calk, I.tn-Switcla A SST will DOt r6COfd and Mnd 1ST will ~cord lind Mnd IWonIs

Loeal ell'" later-Switdl records for oriclaldfta 10caJ c:etk. for 0fi&inadnI \ocaJ calls.

ToU ClOt. lafraLATA· 8ST w1lt neord and IODd records SST wiU record Iftd send recordt
for toll CIAI. for toU calls

ToU CaUa, Intra.tate eST will rec«d and bill ecceu BST wUl rec«d In4 t>.11 accca
(laterLATA)·· conaiUtt wid! what SST does c:onsislent widl wts.l 85T doa

todaY \Cday

ToU Calls, lalerttatc SST will record end but accetI 8ST will I'KCII'd IDd bill

(latorLATA)'" " COMiIteat widl what BST doa lftIopriaIe UN! ....c c:bqa
1Od&y
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W". AT6T provicSellCcvlca da~p VN£-P. wille WIll Ute tiNE bill coati••: ronu"
ekmtatlt 8AN.t1C.' .

All BST atlltes Except Kentucky
Keahlcky

Local CaU" .atra-5witell " 8STwiU bill ATAT in ,aus 8ST wilt bill AT"T UNE in a
Local e••It, later-SwHcb fom. until CABS bmm ce aus format until CA8S formats

dcvc1opc4 IIld Implemented. are clcvcloDod U\d Imp1etMnted.
Toll Calli, lntnLATA* SST will bin ATAT in • alls BST will bill AT.T in I ellS

fonnM until CABS (Olmltl are formIC Ufttil CABS form&tl an
dcvcloDod tn4 im deYCIooed Ind imar:--ced.

ToO Cal". latmtate 85T will bill che txC aeceas usin& 85T will bill \be tXc aeeeu usin.
(lllurLATA)U exisUaa CABS formalS. clistiaC CA8S formau.

ToO C.lh. latentate BST will bill the IXC ICCCU usi'l& 8ST will billIXC ONE 1ft I eros
(laterLATA)" cxlstinl CABS (armata. format until CA8S ComICS lie

eseve\ooecS and implcmaued.

• This USWt1C$ dW ATilT is usinc esT resold IntnLATA toll.

•• Positions may cNDlC u • result of Federal COUrt AppWs. Stays, and/or app6eab1e Commiuions'
Onied.
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Jilt R. WIIIWmson
Local 8erVIces Program Manager

October 3, 1997

Ms. Jo Sundeman
BellSouth Interconnection Services, Inc.
Suite 410
1960 West Exchange Place
Tucker, GA 30084

Jo,

Room 12255
Promenade I
1200 Peachtree 51. HE
Atlanta, GA 30309
404 81 ()..8562
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As part of our Unbundled Network Elements Platform (UNE-P) test in the state.of
Kentucky. we have attempted to order 900 blocking and Call Hold on two of our
participants lines. For the 900 blocking, we entered the appropriate TCIF code for
900 blocking in the TBE field and BellSouth indicated on its' Clarification Form that
there is no such thing as TBE M. For the Call Hold Feature, we entered the
appropriate feature code listed in the TCIF guidelines. BellSouth stated on its'
Clarification Form that AT&T could not order Call Hold as a separate feature, that
we have to order it as part of BeilSouth's Prestige service.

I need for you to clarify BellSouth's rationale for not processing these orders as
they were submitted. If BeIlSouth has further guidelines for ordering such
features, please provide me with the appropriate documentation. If it is
BeilSouth's intention not to process these orders based on a BellSouth policy,
please advise me of BeilSouth's position.

I would appreciate your response in writing by Wednesday, October 8, 1997. If
you have any questions, please call me on 404-810-8562.

~w lJ.rliQ~'hJ
cc: Jan Burriss

Pam Nelson
James Hill


